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ABSTRACT 

A modification of the Jourard Self-Disclosure 
Questionnaire (JSDQ), and the Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI) 
were administered to a sample of 96 male undergraduate 
Students at the University of Alberta. The purpose of the 
study was to examine the following questions: 

1. Do males disclose more personal information to 
females than to males? 

2. Do males disclose more to peers than to parents? 

3. Does the amount and content of self-disclosure 
differ according to whether subjects are classified as 
Masculine, Feminine, Androgynous, or Undifferentiated? 

To answer these questions both a two-way and a one-way 
analysis of variance with repeated meaSures on one factor 
were calculated and the resultant means were compared for 
Significance using the Scheffe procedure. 

The results of the analyses did not support the 
hypothesis that males disclose more personal information to 
females than to males. Rather, the subjects is this study 
disclosed equal amounts of information to persons of each 
SEX. 

The results provided some support for the hypothesis 
that males disclose more to peers than parents. Subjects 
disclosed the same amount of total information to parents as 
to siblings, and significantly more information to peers, 
for which no preference for male or female friend could be 


Substantiated. 
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Although no significant differences were found in the 


amount of self-disclosure engaged in by subjects classified 


as Masculine, Feminine, Androgynous, or Undifferentiated, 
preferences were found for both content of disclosure and 
target person. More disclosure occurred on less personal 
topics than on those that can be considered to be more 
personal, and Androgynous subjects emerged as the single 
group which disclosed equal amounts to all target persons 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
When a man discloses his experiences to 
another, fully, spontaneously, and honestly, then 
the mystery that he was decreases enormously. 

tuUouUrard.- 197415 p.- 5) 

Chelune (1979) explained that there has been an 
increase, in the past ten to fifteen years, in the amount of 
research on the topic of self-disclosure in interpersonal 
relationships. He stated that the research originated with 
Jourard's assertion in the late 1950's that an individual 
with a mentally healthy personality who is involved in a 
healthy interpersonal relationship will know, and willingly 
disclose, his real self to the other person. Alternatively, 
the individual with a maladjusted personality, according to 
this theory, does not know or disclose his real self. 

The concept of self-disclosure has been defined in the 
literature in several different ways. According to Jourard 
(1971), "self-disclosure is the act of making yourself 
manifest, showing yourself so others can perceive you" 

Gees eh 

Chelune (1979) explained that this definition is too 
broad for research purposes as it includes both nonverbal 
and verbal behaviors. That is, information such as Sex, 
approximate age, weight, and height is revealed nonverbally 
to observers. However, further information is revealed once 
verbal interaction occurs between two people. According to 
Rosenfeld and Civikly (1976), body movements, eye contact, 


proximity, and most importantly, verbal responses, Serve as 


further communication devices. 
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Thus; ssaitdeChelune-(1979) , inthe psychological sand 
communication literature the class of behaviors involving 
verbal disclosures has become synonymous with the term 
mSeLE=disclosurel pinnnishiwordse 

By limiting the scope of our empirical inquiry 
of self-revelations to only those disclosures that 
are communicated verbally to another, we have taken 
the first step in conceptualizing self-disclosure. 
Coxe) 

One Simple definition of self-disclosure, then, was 
provided by Cozby (1973) who referred to "any information 
about himself which Person A communicates verbally to Person 
B" (p. 73). A more comprehensive definition, however, was 
offered by Pearce & Sharp (1973) who stated that: 

Self-disclosure occurs when one person 
voluntarily tells another person things about 
himself which the other is unlikely to know or to 
discover from other sources. Since self-disclosure 
is voluntary, it excludes confessions, or 
communication behavior in which personal information 
is elicited from a person by force, threats or use 
of drugs, and from revealing behavior consisting of 
unintentional cues (e.g. "Freudian slips" or 
nonverbal mannerisms) which express something about 
the person. (p. 414) 

The major features of these definitions include the focus on 
verbal communication and, in the latter definition, the 
stress that the verbal disclosure must be voluntary. 

Research on the topic of sex differences and 
self-disclosure is fairly recent. Jourard & Lasakow (1958) 
developed and administered the Jourard Self-Disclosure 
Questionnaire in order to meaSure the amount and content of 


self-disclosure to selected persons. This study and others 


(Bath 6 «Daly, 61972; sGhelune; 31916} wourardse Richman, 1963; 
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Rohen> sho SPikomarovsky, 1976 7eMulcaby, PI97s; GRytting, 1975; 
Sermat & Smyth, 1973) were primarily concerned with the 
relationship between anatomical sex and self-disclosure. 
Generally, it was found that females disclosed more 
information about themselves than did males. 

More current research is taking a new perspective. That 
is, Chelune (1979) has suggested that the comparison of 
subjects according to psychological sex (androgyny) "offers 
an alternative to rigid sex-role assumptions and expected 
behaviors as a function of being a man or woman" (p. 86). 
Chelune (1979) believed that with the introduction of a 
focus on psychological sex, the conclusion that females 
disclose more than males can not be so easily demonstrated. 

Thus, in the past ten to fifteen years, research on the 
topic of self-disclosure has increased. Chelune (1979) has 
shown that previous researchers who focused only on 
anatomical sex and self-disclosure made broad assumptions 
from a narrow perspective. He suggested that if researchers 
are to present unequivocal results they must avoid the 
shortcomings of earlier research. That is, new 
considerations must be introduced, such as recognition of 
the importance of, for example, the situation (whether the 
target person of disclosure is a friend or a stranger), the 
topic of conversation, and psychological sex. 

One of the most popular and most thoroughly researched 
studies on the topic of self-disclosure was conducted by 


Komarovsky (1974; 1976). Komarovsky measured the amount of 
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self-disclosure of male college students and concluded that 
males disclosed more personal information about themselves 
in cross- rather than same-sex relationships. That is, 
greater self-disclosure occurred to females than to males. 

A search of the literature revealed that no replication 
of Komarovsky's study has been conducted. One objective of 
the present study, then, was to replicate Komarovsky's 
procedures, aS closely as possible, in order to determine 
whether the results could be repeated. Additionally, the 
present study addressed the concerns of Chelune (1979) who 
Stated that research must consider more than merely 
anatomical sex. Thus, a measure of androgyny was 
administered with the objective of discovering whether 
self-disclosure differed when subjects were classified 
androgynously, as well as biologically. 

Specifically then, the present study addressed itself 
to the following three questions: 

1. Do males, as demonstrated by Komarovsky (1974; 
1976), disclose more to females than to males? 

2. Do males, as suggested by Komarovsky (1974, 1976), 
disclose more to peers than to parents? 

3. Does the amount and content of self-disclosure 
differ according to whether subjects are classified as 


Masculine, Feminine, Androgynous, or Undifferentiated? 
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II. REVIEW OF THE RELEVANT RESEARCH 


A. The Influence of Society 

Derlega & Chaikin (1975) stated that "self-disclosure 
has implications for anyone interested in how people relate 
to one another" (p. 3). They explained that in the past 
several hundred years American man has become increasingly 
more physically and psychologically lonely. That is, 
increased mobility, urbanization, and rapid technological 
change have all caused a decrease in traditional community 
life and have contributed to greater feelings of anonymity 
and depersonalization. 

However, Derlega & Chaikin explained that people in 
America are beginning to rebel against this anonymity and 
depersonalization and are increasingly "Striving to regain 
feelings of intimacy and community with others" (p. 7). For 
example, the development of sensitivity-training or 
encounter groups, as well aS communes, represent attempts by 
individuals to develop deep, intimate relationships with 
others. According to these authors, self-disclosure is the 
primary means of developing such intimate relationships. The 
revelation of personal information and the acceptance of 
another's disclosure permits a relationship to gradually 


deepen. 
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B. Research on Self-Disclosure 


Origin of Research 

Research on the topic of self-disclosure originated 
with Jourard in the late 1950's (Chelune, 1979; Cozby, 1973; 
Jourard, 1971). Boredom with traditional university 
psychology textbooks and an interest in discovering 
something exciting relevant to the human condition 
eventually led Jourard to a faScination with 
self-disclosure. He produced a list of questions he thought 
were relevant when two people wanted to come to know each 
other personally. He called this list a Self-Disclosure 
Questionnaire. 

bee was oourerd: St 1 oda beiier that. tieane unoavilauad 1s 
to have a healthy personality he must engage in 
self-disclosure. He described a healthy personality as 
characteristic of a person who knows his "real self" and is 
able to play his age, sex, and occupational roles 
effectively. Additionally, he said, such a person will 
experience satisfaction and growth through his healthy 
behavior. 

According to this theory, one necessary feature of the 
healthy personality is the ability to know and disclose the 
real self. Jourard supported this assumption with a 
reference to the "free association” component of 
psychoanalytic theory. He said: 


Freud learned to permit his patients to be, 
through permitting them to disclose themselves 
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utterly to another human .. . Freud discovered that 
when people struggled to avoid being and knowing 
themselves, they got sick. They could only become 
well and stay relatively well when they came to know 
themselves through self-disclosure to another 
Penson. WUourara boi eyo) 

It was Jourard's belief that the same processes which 
allow an individual to hide his true self from others also 
function to hide his unconscious from himself. Usually the 
impulses and memories which an individual is reluctant to 
admit to others are the same ones he is reluctant to admit 
to himself. One author stated that: 

AS a consequence of continually trying to 
present a false picture of ourself to others, our 
own self-image becomes less authentic, and it 
becomes increasingly difficult for us to distinguish 
that which we are, from that which we are trying to 


convince others we are. (Strassberg, et. al., 1977, 
Dor so 


Overview of Research 

Thus, it can be seen that research on the topic of 
self-disclosure emanated from Jourard's assertion in the 
late 1950's that "Self-disclosure is a symptom of 
personality health and a means of ultimately achieving 
healthy personality" (Jourard, 1971, p. 32). Researchers 
have approached the topic from several perspectives. That 
is, studies have been conducted to determine the 
relationship between, for example, self-described 
personality and self-disclosure (Bath & Daly, 1972), 
reciprocity and self-disclosure (Certner, 1973; Jourard & 
Landsman, 1960; Kohen, 1975), social class and 


self-disclosure (Hawkins, et. al., 1980), age and 
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self-disclosure (Jourard, 1961), self-concept and 
self-disclosure (Shapiro & Swenson, 1977), and sex 
differences and self-disclosure (Chelune, 1976; Komarovsky, 
Wad > 21976; *Muvcahy,. (973 .eSermares” Smyth, 1973). Cle was? the 
intent of the present author, however, to examine only the 
literature relating to the relationship between sex and 


self-disclosure. 


C. Measurement of Self-Disclosure 

Several instruments have been used to assess the degree 
anG@etlature of self-disclosure (Chelune, 1979- Cozby, 1973> 
Pedersen & Higbee, 1968). For example, Taylor & Altman 
(1966) constructed a battery of nearly seven hundred 
Statements which were scaled for intimacy and topical 
category. The items form a pool from which self-disclosure 
questionnaires can be constructed. 

Pedersen & Breglio (1968) developed the Self-Disclosure 
Questionnaire (SDQ) which involves actual written 
disclosure. This instrument consists of five questions, 
roughly paralleling the major categories measured by the 
Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire. One question, for 
example, requires the subject to describe his personality, 
including consideration of both strengths and weaknesses. 

Pedersen & Higbee (1968) explained that two versions of 
the Social Accessibility Scale described by 
Rickers-Ovsiankina (1956) and Rickers-Ovsiankina & Kusmin 


(1958) have often been considered equivalent to standard 
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measures of self-disclosure, such as the Jourard 
Self-Disclosure Questionnaire. The Social Accessibility 
Scale (one version includes twenty-five items and the other 
version includes fifty items) requires subjects to describe 
what they "would" disclose (rather than what they "have" 
disclosed) to three target persons: a stranger, an 
acquaintance, and a best friend. Pedersen & Higbee compared 
several measures and concluded that the Social Accessibility 
Scale should not be considered equivalent as it measures a 
different variable than do, for example, versions of 
Jourard's scale. 

Jourard (1959) described the initial Self-Disclosure 
Questionnaire, which consists of fifteen questions. Examples 
of questions include, "When you were in college, did you 
DaliW@Glpatemin iahky excraccUrEAcuLabe acta Vitles, §e.Gg. CLUDS, 
dramatics, sports, etc.?" and "Have you ever gone steady, or 
been engaged? If yes, what was his (their) name(s)?" 

(p. 429). The administration of this inventory requires that 
the subject indicate to the investigator, during an 
interview, the colleagues to whom he had disclosed 
information about each item. 

According to several sources (Chelune, 1976; Cozby, 
1973; Pedersen & Higbee, 1968), the Jourard Self-Disclosure 
Questionnaire (JSDQ) has been the most widely used 
instrument in the research. 

This instrument, described by Jourard & Lasakow (1958), 


is in the form of a sixty-item questionnaire. Ten items in 
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each of six general categories of information about the self 
abresratedy by) pakbtner pant sHonvarscalesctad hie 2uoreas. Each 
item is rated for disclosure to four target persons. The six 
general categories are Attitudes and Opinions, Tastes and 
Interests, Work or Studies, Money, Personality, and Body. 
Examples of specific items included in the category of 
Attitudes and Opinions are, "What I think and feel about 
religion; my personal religious views" and "My personal 
views on sexual morality - how I feel that I and others 
ought to behave in sexual matters" (p. 92). The rating scale 
is as follows: 
0. Have told the person nothing about this 
aspect of me. 
1. Have talked in general terms about this 
item. The other person has only a general idea about 
this aspect of me. 
2. Have talked in full and complete detail 
about this item to the other person. He knows me 
fully in this respect and could describe me 
accurately. 
X. Have lied or misrepresented myself to the 
other person so that he has a false picture of me. 

Cpraes oun) 

Each of the sixty items 1s rated according to this scale for 
disclosure to four target persons: Mother, Father, Closest 
Male Friend and Closest Female Friend. 

Cozby (1973) explained that subsequent investigators 
have developed variations of the Jourard Self-Disclosure 
Questionnaire that differ from the original in terms of, for 
example, length of questionnaire, target persons, 
instructions, and nature of the items. However, he said, 


there has been an assumption in the literature that all of 


these measures can be considered equivalent. Similarly, 
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Pedersen & Higbee (1968) stated that: 
Various self-disclosure measures have used 
instruments of different length, have included 
different target persons, have given different 
instructions for responding, and have contained 
different sets of statements. (p. 513) 
Cozby, and Pedersen & Higbee stressed the inappropriateness 
of assuming that the various instruments can be considered 
equivalent as it has been shown that they measure different 
variables. Cozby, in fact, recommended that "researchers 
interested in personality correlates of self-disclosure 
employ behavioral measures of disclosure" (p. 73). This, in 
his opinion, would lessen the number of inconsistent 
findings of researchers who utilize poor paper-and-pencil 


measures which do not themselves actually relate to real 


self-disclosure. 


D. Research on Self-Disclosure as it Relates to Sex 


Differences 


Early Research 

Much of the research on this topic has been concerned 
with the relationship between anatomical sex and 
Selfi-disclosure (Bath ® Daly,)°1972>) Chelune? 1976; Jourard & 
Basa kows | p95S7dourard<& Richman, Gi96s;erohen 7. 1975; 
Komarovskyp, love; Mulcahy, ) 19732 Ry teing..91575 yesermat os 
Smyth, 1973). Early researchers (Jourard & Lasakow, 1958; 
Jourard & Richman, 1963) were primarily interested in 


investigating what information was disclosed by biological 
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females and males and to whom the self-disclosure was 
divected (the target = person) . The tesults?of this? research 
generally indicated that females self-disclosed more than 
males. 

Jourard & Lasakow (1958) administered the original 
Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire to seventy white, 
unmarried college students of both sexes. In general, the 
results of this study showed that females disclosed more 
information than males and that the target person who 
received the most disclosed information was the mother of 
the subject. 

Ine 19639 Jourard & Richman conducted a study to 
determine whether a dyadic effect operates in relation to 
self-disclosure in interpersonal relationships. They 
employed the term "dyadic effect" to "describe the 
contingency between disclosure output and disclosure input 
imearsubgech Ss relationships witheothers*o(p.0941). Ts 
measure disclosure output, a modification of the original 
Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire was administered. This 
measure consisted of forty instead of sixty items of 
personal information, and the rating scale excluded the 
fourth category (X). To meaSure input of disclosure, the 
instructions and wording of this modified questionnaire were 
appropriately changed to allow for ratings of each of the 
fours target: persons. Seli-disclosure Onsveachs or, thes Lorry 


items to the subject. 
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The subjects in this study were fifty-eight unmarried 
male and fifty-one unmarried female undergraduates. The 
results indicated that females disclosed personal 
information about themselves more fully than males. The 
dyadic effect was observed: a high correlation was found 
between disclosure output level and disclosure input level 
between a subject and given target person. Additionally, it 
was found that females engaged in more disclosure with other 
females and that males exchanged more information with 
males. Fathers tended to receive the least disclosure from 
either their sons or daughters and tended to disclose little 
to themes 

Some authors (Balswick & Peek, 1971; Farrell, 1974; 
Fasteau, W9%2-.Goldberg,, 1976>Jourard] 1971s. Pietropinter& 
Simenauer, 1977; Pleck, 1974; Sargent, 1977) proposed that 
society's socialization process is accountable for research 
results which indicate that females are more communicative 
of personal information than males. To elaborate, Balswick & 
Peek (1971) stated that "as sex role distinctions have 
developed in America, the male sex role, as compared to the 
female sex role, carries with it prescriptions which 
encourage inexpressiveness" (p. 363). They explained that 
From early ehiidhood ‘on, girls are rewarded: itor gentle, 
expressive, and responsive behaviors, while boys are 
encouraged to be courageous, tough, competitive, aggressive, 


and emotionally unresponsive. 
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In agreement with this theory, Fasteau (1972) explained 
that until men can break the pattern in their socialization 
process and engage in more personal communication with 
themselves and others, "men's liberation will remain an idea 
instead of a movement" (p. 16). He suggested that men are 
conditioned to be active, independent, and nonrevealing of 
feelings, and that even the few men who have begun to free 
themselves from these constraints have still not developed 
the type of intimate communication typical of women. 

Male friendships, according to Fasteau, are shallow and 
tend to focus on an activity and involve competition. He 
Said that "getting together for its own sake would have been 
frightening ... in short, making ourselves vulnerable" 

(p. 16). However, he explained that some men will disclose 
personal information somewhat to women (as compared to men), 
as women can be considered subordinate, nonthreatening 
listeners. 

Komarovsky (1974; 1976)) attempted to discover the 
patterns of self-disclosure of male college seniors to each 
parent, siblings, and closest male and female friends. Each 
of 62 randomly selected males from the senior class of an 
ivy eague college wn ythe United States ewes required to 
complete a variation of the Jourard Self-Disclosure 
Questionnaire and to participate in an interview to discuss 
Hus emottvatlometon seli-ausclosuréepandsuecernves Generally, 
the results demonstrated that the males in the study 


"experienced psychological intimacy most fully in cross- 
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rather than same-sex relationships" (p. 685). Komarovsky 
Staredethatei"Condarmedwisathe higher#diselosure tosoneds 
mother than to the father, and peers than to parents" 

(p. 685). Generally, the female friend was found to be the 


primary target of disclosure. 


Current Trends 

Cozby (1973) suggested that self-disclosure should not 
be viewed aS a unitary construct, and that research should 
focus on a multidimensional approach. He believed that the 
behavior of self-disclosure involves three basic parameters: 
amount of information disclosed, intimacy of information 
disclosed, and duration of time spent disclosing 
information. 

Chelune (1976) conducted a study using such a 
multidimensional approach to the concept. However, as well 
as the three parameters outlined by Cozby (1973), he 
included attention to two others: affective manner of 
presentation, and self-disclosure flexibility. Chelune 
claimed that this approach allowed a more systematic and 
meaningful interpretation of his results than a 
unidimensional focus would have permitted. Generally, he 
found that "females did not disclose a greater percentage of 
information than males but did disclose more intimate 
information and at a higher rate than did males" (p. 259). 

Several other investigators have found results that 


contradict» the previous findings that females disclose: more 
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than males. Certner (1973) and Kohen (1975), for example, 
found that undergraduate males and females did not differ 
with regard to the amount of personal information they 
revealed to others. In both studies the dyadic effect was 
observed. As Certner stated: "The mutual exchange of 
disclosures tended to follow the norm of reciprocity" 
(po. (2929 s° Thus® according eto Chelune® (19799 % 
Although the majority of research findings 
Support Jourard's original proposition, a 
substantial number of studies cast doubt on the 


general notion of sex differences in 
self=disclostre: (p.* 82) 


E. Androgyny 

Chelune (1979) suggested that there are many variables 
other than anatomical sex which affect self-disclosure. For 
example, he said that the comparison of subjects according 
to their psychological sex (androgyny) "offers an 
alternative to rigid sex-role assumptions and expected 
behaviors as a function of being a man or woman" (p. 86). He 
further explained that "the concept of androgyny defines a 
model of behavior for men and women that draws from the 
socially desirable personality characteristics of both 
sexes" (p. 86) * 

Bem (1974) explained that an androgynous sex role is 
one which includes an equal endorsement of what society 
judges to be desirable masculine and feminine attributes. 
She claimed that "in a society where rigid sex-role 


differentiation has already outlived its utility, perhaps 
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the androgynous person will come to define a more human 
Standard (of psychological sex" .(p./162), 

It 1S assumed by this theory that an androgynous 
individual is mentally healthier than one who adopts a 
traditional highly sex-typed role. Maracek (1976) agreed 
that androgynous sex roles allow for greater adaptability 
and positive mental health. She explained that current 
developments such aS increased lifespan expectancies, female 
participation in the labor force, early retirement, and 
increased divorce rates all require women to be competent in 
both feminine and masculine types of behaviors. 

Bem (1974) developed a measure of psychological 
androgyny which she termed the Bem Sex-Role Inventory 
(BSRI). The instrument includes three scales: Femininity, 
Masculinity, and Social Desirability, each of which consists 
of a list of twenty personality characteristics. She said: 

A characteristic qualified as masculine if it 
was judged to be more desirable in American society 
for a man than for a woman, and it qualified as 
feminine if it was judged to be more desirable for a 
woman than’ for a man: (€p.. 155) 

Ten positive and ten negative personality characteristics 
that were judged to be neutral with regard to sex were 
combined to form the Social Desirability Scale. 

The administration of the inventory requires that the 
subject indicate on a scale of one to seven (least 
descriptive to most descriptive) how well each of the sixty 


personality characteristics describes himself. From these 


responses four scores can be computed: Masculinity, 
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Femininity, Androgyny, and Social Desirability. A high 
Masculinity score indicates the endorsement of a masculine 
sex role, hence, the rejection of feminine attributes. The 
reverse 1s true for those subjects who score high«<on the 
Femininity scale. Those subjects who equally endorse 
masculine and feminine attributes are considered to be 
Androgynous. Finally, the Social Desirability score is 
computed by meaSuring the extent to which a person 
"describes himself in a socially desirable direction on 
items that are neutral with respect to sex" (p. 159). 

Bem (1981) explained that subsequent study has caused 
Speculation about the adequacy of the Social Desirability 
score. The most recent scoring manual (1981), therefore, 
does NOtsprovidesdirrectieonsetor sscoring this®component. 
Instead, it considers the items to be used as fillers, and 
tombe  functrvonal only invthabetheyspreovidesasconmtextsior the 
feminine and masculine items. As well, a shortened version 
(30 items) of the inventory is described. 

Kaplan (1977) explained that the study of psychological 
androgyny has been viewed positively in the literature. She 
claimed that this research has tremendous potential for the 
development of radically new models of mental health as well 
as the re-evaluation of the process of psychotherapy. 

However, ashe Ssardheiityis critical to insure sthat 
consistency occurs between theoretical and empirical 
concepts of androgyny. She explained that certain 


combinations of masculine and feminine traits, rather than 
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promoting mental health, may serve to "produce 
dysfunctional, inappropriate, inflexible, and unintegrated 
patterns of reaction" (p. 225). 

She suggested, then, that androgyny should be viewed 
along a developmental continuum with two main stages: 
dualistic and hybrid. At the former stage, masculine and 
feminine traits remain polarized and independent of each 
other. At the latter stage, "these dichotomies come to 
co-exist, to be tempered one by the other, to unite in the 
formation of truly integrated characteristics" (p. 227). For 
example, rather than being incompatible, anger and love, and 
dependency and assertiveness would be tempered by one 
another and would serve to promote mental health. 

Jones, Chernovetz, & Hansson (1978) conducted a series 
of studies along several attitudinal, personality and 
behavioral dimensions, and were unable to support Bem's 
contention that androgynous individuals are more adaptable. 
In fact, their results demonstrated that "the more adaptive, 
flexible, unconventional, and competent patterns of behavior 
occurred among more masculine subjects, independent of their 
gender" (p. 311). Additionally, it was found that feminine 
Subjects, regardless of gender, would like to be more 
masculine. Thus, this research demonstrated that 
adaptability and flexibility tended to be associated with 
masculinity rather than androgyny. 

Finally, Pedhazur & Tetenbaum (1979) criticized the 


construction and psychometric properties of the Bem Sex Role 
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Inventory. Their research demonstrated that some of the 
feminine traits utilized in the inventory are low in 
desirability, while the masculine traits are relatively high 
invdesirability. This, they concluded: 
7. Nassimplications tor the: total scores on 

Masculinity and Femininity, in view of people's 

general, tendency Toracrribute ro themselves positive 

trarts) ands herr reluctance: foo attribute to 

themselves negative traits, when they respond to a 

seli-repornteinstrument. "p.er0 12) 
Generally, then, this research questions the appropriateness 
of Bem's classification scheme (Masculine, Feminine, 
Androgynous, and Undifferentiated). As well, a factor 
analysis revealed that differing dimensions underlie 


desirability-ratings and self-ratings, as well as male and 


female self-ratings. 


F. Research Relating Androgyny to Self-Disclosure 

Chelune (1979) conducted the first study relating 
androgyny to self-disclosure. He administered the Bem 
Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI) in conjunction with the original 
Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (JSDQ) and his own 
Self-Disclosure Situations Survey (SDSS). Information from 
the BSRI and SDSS was used to develop a fourth meaSure - the 
Anatomical/Psychological Sex Target Instrument (APSTI). He 
sald: 

...the APSTI was developed to define sixteen 

target Groups: four psychological ysex 

classifications (masculine, feminine, androgynous, 

undifferentiated), two anatomical sex 


classifications (male, female), and two relationship 
classitications (friend, stranger), (p. 90) 
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An explanation of the self-disclosure relationships between 
Subject anatomical/ psychological sex "and target 
anatomical/psychological sex was the primary goal of the 
investigation. 

According to Chelune, the administration of the APSTI: 

»..requires subjects to report the degree to 
which they are willing to self-disclose to sixteen 
different targets: masculine male friend and 
Stranger; feminine male friend and stranger; 
androgynous male friend and stranger; 
undifferentiated male friend and stranger; feminine 
female friend and stranger; masculine female friend 
and stranger; androgynous female friend and 
Stranger; and undifferentiated female friend and 
etranger. §(p4-90) 

Within this framework the SDSS allowed the intervention of 
further variables for investigation: the intimacy of the 
SOpie, ranging from low to high> and expansion of the 
friend/stranger dichotomy to include the following 
Situations: friend alone, Gqroup of friends, stranger alone, 
and group of strangers. 

The subjects for the investigation were one hundred and 
ten female and eighty-seven male undergraduates. On the 
basis of their responses on the BSRI, these subjects were 
classified according to anatomical and psychological sex 
into one of eight groups: masculine, feminine, androgynous, 
and undifferentiated males; and masculine, feminine, 
androgynous, and undifferentiated females. Each subject was 
then required to complete the APSTL. 

Generally, the results demonstrated that the nature of 


the relationship between the subject and target, that is, 


whether they are friends or strangers, iS an important 
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consideration in the study of self-disclosure. 

Moresspecifically, it.was. discovered that the most 
preferred target for males was always a stranger, while 
females most often expressed preference for a friend. Thus, 
concluded Chelune, if the target is a stranger, one can 
accurately predict that males will disclose more than 
females; however, when the target is a friend the 
predictability becomes less accurate. That is, disclosure to 
friends is affected by other factors such as the intimacy of 
the topic and the context of interaction (whether the friend 
1SealOnesOr.is-part,of <a groupsof friends). 

Chelune found that "when the target 1s specified as a 
Stranger, males clearly disclose more, although not 
necessarily more intimately, than females" (p. 106). He 
Suggested that this difference can be explained by research 
on sex-role socialization and self-disclosure avoidance. 

Regarding sex-role socialization, Rytting (1976) said 
that stereotypic sex roles tend to prevail in conversations 
among strangers. Chelune (1979) explained that "males 
interacting with strangers disclose more to assert 
themselves, whereas females disclose less to express their 
willingness to be nonaggressive, dependent, and polite" 
(pmediO> J: 

In terms of self-disclosure avoidance, Chelune (1979) 
explained that research supports the contention that when 
interacting with strangers, males disclose little intimate 


information in order to maintain control over the other 
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personwand the situation, while females disclose little to 
avoid personal hurt that may result from such communication 
Witnheatstranger.sThus; whilesmalées may still disclose 
impersonal information, females tend to disclose little 
personal or impersonal information. 

The psychological sex of the target also affected 
self-disclosure. Chelune discovered that androgynous 
targets, "whether male or female, friend or stranger, are 
neither the most nor least preferred as individuals to whom 
others are willing to self-disclose" (p. 108). He suggested 
that this may be due to the descriptions of these targets, 
which include both masculine and feminine personality 
eharacterrstics. That 1s, such untamulrar ‘sex—type 
identifications may make it difficult for the subject to set 
expectations for an androgynous target and to predict that 
target's responses. 

In this study, males discriminated more in their choice 
of male than female targets, while females discriminated 
more in their choice of female than male ones. Chelune 
believed that this can be interpreted to mean than each sex 
is more discriminating when disclosing to members of his/her 
own anatomical group, and less discriminating about the 
psychological Ssex-type of targetseot the cpposite™ biological 
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G. Conclusion 
To conclude, the past ten to fifteen years has seen an 
increase in the amount of research being conducted on the 
topic of sex differences and self-disclosure. Although 
initial research focused on anatomical sex differences in 
self-disclosure and generally found that females disclosed 
more information than males, more current research is taking 
a new perspective. Chelune (1979) stated the following: 
With the introduction of new considerations - 
Situation, topic, and psychological sex - it becomes 
clear that the conclusion "females disclose more 
than males" is inaccurate. (p. 109) 
He suggested that if researchers are to present unequivocal 
results, they must avoid the shortcomings of earlier 
research. To elaborate, he stated that: 
The more unequivocal the results of any 
particular investigation are, the greater the 
likelihood|ithat (1) each subject's 
anatomical/psychological sex was identified, (2) 
intimacy was operationally defined in a clear and 
precise manner, (3) the topics of conversation were 
controlled, and (4) the relationship between subject 
and target was specified unambiguously. (p. 109) 
Thus, it appears that future research must be more 
specific than previous studies in that more variables must 
bewcOncrollede 1eris not “Surficient tosinvestigate "the 


self-disclosure of males and females by categorizing them 


merelysaccoOraing Lor bio logucal sex, 


—s ftorsAtabre es ime & 
eomoned :. - xba Tpabped 
416m o26i7225 eelame? 
ig 


tesoviubenl snadewd oF a6 So need hi ips ote 
1eilass. 26 2pqrmoss70%2 ‘eit? Blows ‘agi ory ; 


ifsrnz Beteie od ya bina oP Advat 


Bie sar 


mee set 
) Seda 


De Ee 


tris: ?@ @3luvet ait icho? 

an IS7g9ip Jf7 ,326 nots 

BS Hoersue toks 

\Cl. ,bsasarnsbi-dew Ave “ealpgs 
one 1aaie. 6 hi benttet. viieg 


219¥ ee tec Aare Ia j23: Gor 4 
soa; aia a, eawee bas rita ope pa: pera is sot 
9 Padépihinn bat ths vat Joby 
974m ed. ésum fAosbse6t ¢.010) tend 226aqae 2) ,eORE ae 
Jaumasldetiay aig sietit rivaeiaepe 260ctssq 1489 nittosqe 
eft Siouizeasini’os ors Patt tue toon 78 he. fora. ads : 


nehs .coisiaopsiss. i 9i sae AiLpyendnn 46, eweotsrtt-2ise 


x9 fesigatdia of BN SO7O3RE: elonomi® 


III. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 


A. The Sample 

The sample in the present study consisted of 98 
volunteers from the University of Alberta. This is an 
increase of 36 subjects over the number in Komarovsky's 
(7974°71976) sample, WAt the time ot participation in the 
study, all subjects were unmarried, male, and registered in 
an undergraduate program (see Appendix A for sample 
breakdown by faculty). 

The subjects ranged in age from 17 years to 40 years 
(Mean=22.10, S.D.=3.93). The sample was stratified in terms 
of race, year of study, religion, each parent's level of 
education, and number of siblings. To elaborate, 89% of the 
volunteers were white and 11% were nonwhite. With reference 
to year of "Study at university, over half* (63%) "of the 
Students had 3 or less years of study at the time of 
response, while 37% were in their 4th or 5th year 
WHean=2. 6, 5. De="4s/). Sa mOnmene=students, distedyther. 
religious affiliation as Catholic, 1% as Jewish, 42% as 
Protestant, and’ 24%"as “Other” "(for example: atheist, 
agnostic). 

Each subject was asked to indicate whether each of his 
parents had equal to or less, or more, than 12" years>of 
formal schooling. Generally it was found that more subjects 
had mothers with beyond 12 years of education than fathers 


with more than 12°years. That 1s, 61%°0f fathers had 12 or 
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less years, while only 56% of mothers had 12 or less. 
Alternatively, 39% of fathers and 44% of mothers had more 


than 12 years. 
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Finally, each subject was asked to report the number 


brothers and sisters in his family. 22% reported no brothe 


rt 


and 28% reported no sister. The number of brothers in any 
one family ranged from 0 to 6, with 93% of subjects have 0 
£043 «brothers (Mean=1256,°S2Ds=1.30). The number of sisters 
in any one family ranged from 0 to 5, with 97% of subjects 
reporting 0 to 3 sisters (Mean=1.26, S$.D.=1.12). Only 5% of 
subjects were "only" children, reporting no siblings. 56% 


reported having at least 1 brother and i sister. 


B. The Instruments 

In the present study each subject was required to 
complete two paper-and-pencil forms: a variation of the 
original Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (see Appendix 
C) and the Bem Sex-Role Inventory. Following is a 


description of each of these instruments. 


Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (JSDQ) 

Some departure from Komarovsky's (1974; 1976) procedure 
occurred in terms of questionnaire content. In her research, 
Komarovsky administered a modification of the original 
Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (JSDQ). She indicated 
that her design excluded the ten questions under the topic 


of "Tastes and Interests" and that six new questions were 
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added to the existing ten under the topic of "Attitudes and 
Opinions". However, because she did not elaborate on the 
nature of the additional questions, the present study 
involved the administration of the questionnaire with the 
exclusion of the "Tastes and Interests" component, but 
without the addition of any new questions for "Attitudes and 
Opinions". Thus, the questionnaire consisted of fifty 
instead of fifty-six questions. 

Bach participant waS required to indicate the degree to 
which he had disclosed information about himself on each of 
the fifty questions to six target persons. The rating scale 
was as follows: 

QO. Have told the other person nothing about 
this aspect of me. 
1. Have talked in general terms about this 
item. The other person has only a general idea about 
this aspect of me. 
2. Have talked in full and complete detail 
about this item to the other person. He knows me 
fully in this respect, and could describe me 
accurately. 
X. Have lied or misrepresented myself to the 
other person so that he has a false picture of me. 
The six target persons of disclosure were Mother, Father, 
Closest Brother, Closest Sister, Closest Male Friend, and 
Closest Female Friend. 

Subtotals were obtained by summing the entries for each 
of the target persons for each of the five topics. Total 
scores were obtained by summing the scores for each of the 
farger. persons fom alstsliveytopicsptogetheccm ine Lourlcases, 


where respondents neglected to rate one of the fifty items, 


the mean score for the other items in the respective 
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question category for the target person was calculated and 
the resultant number was entered into the blank. 

Reliabwlitye "Ineasstudysoltretiabiiity, thesoriginal 
Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire was administered to 
seventy white, unmarried college students of both sexes. The 
240 entries for each subject were divided in half by the 
odd-even method. A comparison of the two subtotals revealed 
a correlation of .94. Thus, it was shown that the subjects 
were responding consistently across all target persons and 
all aspects of self (Jourard & Lasakow, 1958). Chelune 
(1979) stated that the usual reliability reported for the 
JSDQ is .90 and above. 

A Cronbach's Alpha was computed in order to measure the 
reliability of the instrument used in the present research. 
A coefficient of .96 for the 53 questionnaires which were 
fully completed (43 questionnaires had missing data because 
Of “lackVof brothersvand/or “sisters and®thus%could not” be 
included in the analysis), indicates that there is evidence 
fOr Inicernal consistency. 

ValiditysetThesoriginag = sixty item dourard 
Self-Disclosure Questionnaire has been subjected to several 
studies of validity. Pedersen & Higbee (1968), for example, 
obtained evidence for convergent validity (high correlation 
between two measures of the same variable obtained by 
different methods) and discriminant or divergent validity 
(low correlation between two measures of different traits 


obtained with similar methods). Following an analysis of 
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intercorrelations involving the sixty-item JSDQ and the 
shortened version (twenty-five items), for both sexes, 
Pedersen & Higbee reported convergent validity scores 
bangangmer one, 60meon.) 2. 

Cozby (1973) explained that little evidence has been 
ELOUNGd eto SuUppOnt tthetpredictive ‘validity of tthe original 
JSDQ. In fact, he reported that researchers have been unable 
to find a relationship between the questionnaire and actual 
disclosure, possibly because the questionnaire requires 
participants to rate their past self-disclosure to 
well-known people, whereas behavioral measures of actual 
self-disclosure require interaction with experimenters or 
peers unfamiliar to the subject at the time of testing. 

Cozby (1973) suggested, then, that the JSDQ should best 
be viewed aS a meaSure of past disclosure rather than as a 
predictor of future disclosure, and suggested that 
self-disclosure should be measured behaviorally rather than 


by paper-and-pencil techniques. 


Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI) 

The Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI) was designed as a 
device for researching psychological androgyny (Bem, 1981). 
The original inventory (a shortened version is also 
available) is comprised of sixty personality characteristics 
which can be divided into three groups. 

The first group includes twenty characteristics which 


are stereotypically considered to be feminine (for example: 
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affectionate, sympathetic, eager to soothe hurt feelings, 
and shy). The second group consists of twenty 
characteristics which are considered to be stereotypically 
masculine (for example: dominant, willing to take a stand, 
ambitious, and self-sufficient). The final twenty 
characteristics are considered to be neutral with respect to 
sex-typing and are used only as filler items (for example: 
theatrical, loyal, gullible, and conscientious). 

To complete the inventory each respondent was required 
to indicate on a scale of 1 to 7 (least to most descriptive) 
the degree to which item was characteristic of his own 
personality. Femininity and Masculinity scores were obtained 
by summing the entries for each scale and dividing the total 
by the number of items rated (twenty for each scale). 

Each subject was then classified as Masculine, 
Feminine, Androgynous, or Undifferentiated according to the 
"median-split" scoring technique recommended by Bem (1981), 
Downing (1979), and Spence & Helmreich (1981). That is, the 
classifications were made on the basis of whether the 
Femininity and Masculinity scores fell above or below the 
median of the standardization group. Those subjects who 
scored below the median in both areas were considered 
"Undifferentiated", those who scored above the median for 
both scores were labelled "Androgynous", those who scored 
low on Femininity and high on Masculinity were termed 
"Masculine", and finally, those who scored low on 


Masculinity and high on Femininity comprised the "Feminine" 
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group. 

Reliability. The original Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI) 
was standardized on a sample of 476 male and 340 female 
Students enrolled in an introductory psychology course at an 
American university. Bem (1981) provided descriptions of 
psychometric analyses performed on two samples of 
undergraduate students. High reliability scores were 
obtained for internal consistency (coefficients range from 
p58 CO 7) Sane Loretese retesterellability “correlations 
range from .76 to .89). Additionally, it was demonstrated 
that the Femininity and Masculinity scores of the inventory 
were logically and empirically independent of one another 
Kcorrelatione™ranges trom -.12) too 02) 7 (Bem; 197425 196 1). 

Validity. Bem (1981) provided explanations of two 
Studies which support the strong validity of the BSRI by 
upholding the following hypothesis: 

o. .NWonandrogynousJandividuals restrict? their 
behavior in accordance with cultural difiunitions of 
desirable behavior for women and men significantly 
more often than do androgynous individuals. (p. 16) 

As well as descriptions of her own studies, Bem included a 
bibliography of twenty-four studies which support the 
validity of the instrument by establishing relevant 
behavioral correlates. 

Pedhazur & Tetanbaum (1979) and Jones, Chernovetz, & 
Hansson (1978) examined the validity of the BSRI as a 
measure of psychological androgyny. Considered were, for 
example, low correlations betwen subject's sex and 


endorsement of specific masculine and feminine subscale 
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items, lack of an adequate definition of androgyny (the 
construct the test purports to measure), lack of 
replications of Bem's original scaling procedures, and 


contradictory results of three different factor analyses. 


C. Data Collection Procedures 

Ducwngsthespervodst om Aprid ito Julyeco Soe sw the 
investigator approached Winter, Spring, Summer Session I and 
Summer Session II classes at the University of Alberta, with 
Permission of the instructors, in order to obtain 
volunteers. A short description of the study was provided 
orally and each volunteer was given an addressed University 
of Alberta Campus Mail envelope containing a direction 
sheet, an information sheet, the Jourard Self-Disclosure 
Questionnaire, and the Bem Sex-Role Inventory. Each student 
was asked to complete the documents on his own time and to 
return them to the investigator by replacing them in the 
addressed Campus Mail envelope, taking it to any secretary 
On campus, and asking her to pul 1 in the appropriete mail 
Sloe 

184 questionnaires were distributed and 105 were 
returned (return rate of 57%). 7 of these questionnaires 
were not included in the data analysis. To elaborate, 5 of 
the questionnaires were not used because problems were 
encountered when scoring the BSRI. More specifically, the 
"median-split" technique recommended in the manual for this 


instrument (Bem, 1981) requires that subjects be grouped 
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into one of four androgyny classifications on the basis of 
where the Masculinity and Femininity scores fall in relation 
to a given median. However, in 4 cases the Masculinity 
score, when calculated, was equal to its respective median, 
while in 1 instance the Femininity score equalled its 
median. No explanation could be found in the manual or 
related literature explaining what the correct procedure for 
scoring would be. Consequently, these questionnaires were 
eliminated from the analysis. An additional 2 questionnaires 
were not included as they were returned after the analysis 
of the already obtained data had been completed. 

In 4 cases, where subjects neglected to rate one of the 
fifty items on the JSDQ, the mean score of the other nine 
items in the respective question category for the target 
person waS computed and the resultant number was entered 
into the blank. The JSDQ was administered and scored 
according te the directions provided by Journard & Lasakow 
(1958) and Komarovsky (1974; 1976), and the BSRI was 
administered and scored according to the directions outlined 
in the accompanying manual (Bem, 1981). The "median-split" 
technique was used to determine the psychological class of 
each individual, as recommended by Bem (1981), Downing 


(1979), and Spence & Helmreich (1981). 


Analysis of Data 
One statistical software package was used for the data 
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(SPSS) available through Computing Services at the 
University of Alberta. A two-way analysis of variance with 
repeated measures on one factor (target person of 
disclosure) was calculated in order to determine the 
influence on.seli-disclosure, of: 1) class: orepsychological 
sex, aS determined by the administration of the BSRI, and 2) 
target person. Additionally, a one-way analysis of variance 
with repeated measures was calculated to determine the 
differences in disclosure to target persons irrespective of 
psychological sex (see Appendix B for analysis of variance 
tables). Mean scores were compared using the Scheffe 
procedure at the .05 and .10 levels of significance. 
Comparisons at the .10 level were included because the 
Scheffe test, according to Ferguson (1981), iS rigorous and 


leads to fewer significant results (Type I error). 
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conclusions. 

Table 1 provides the mean disclosure scores, for the 
present study, to 4 target persons for the sample as a 
whole. The four target persons include Mother, Father, 
Closest Male Friend, and Closest Female Friend. For Table 1 
the sample size decreased from 98 to 96 as 2 subjects 
indicated that they had no father. Because some subjects had 
no brother and/or sister, separate statistics were 
calculated including Closest Brother and Closest Sister as 
target persons. Thus, if siblings were included as target 
persons the sample size further decreased from 96 to 53. 
These results, for total disclosure scores (the sum for all 
5 topics), are presented in Table 2. 

The results, of the present study do not support 
Komarovsky's assertion that males disclose more to females 
than males. As can be seen in Tables 1 and 2, males did not 
drselose sroniiicantly more information in any of the 5 
areas to Mother, Closest Female Friend, and Closest Sister 
than to Father, Closest Male Friend, and Closest Brother. 
Additionally, the present findings indicate that the males 
surveyed did not, as suggested by Komarovsky, disclose 
Significantly more information about Money to their parents, 
Specirically theiry fathers, than to peers, Instead, 2c can 
be stated that the amount of information disclosed on the 
topic of Money was equal for all target persons. 

These findings, then, may indicate that the application 


of a more detailed statistical analysis is necessary for 


© 


a S26 ees h=Pss7t9S> szies 


Bad ss 7stdue smoz savass® wweriai on da yas? vad 
guen) eobseizeda, Siadeqed . t2d%+e 10\boa) 
ee 2ese'2 gage!) Bas zatiyord seeac- - onteusare 


tapie? 2s bebulsne Suse: spr, feoyr 2 °2T. ,suetT Jeaeeseq 2 


= ™ 
_ nob atid <8 ; 52 19t}, 
22 69 92 wast baeseraeb sott16% <std, olqmas ee eno2 194 


fin *02 mv2 afar Be71058 sagas fsete-t dan aod estat oe 4 
: 7 sy: : 
sflae't Go"FF 33479 S76 ~ a ~ S > 

© ze > te _— 


t1GdQua aon ob qa2use inaeetg $82) a0 aetude gat a 


seltaqe? of 0St0l). Stalcalbd csiaw JAA aGrsssees’ £f (asveeee on 
i Wiha 
idy (hi este: bre | asldst of nese ad Ho> SA eet Se 13 


sony To vase at goizamecio® aga ylonsoiiecgee © 
vaters. p2oagl): ons Bre fen slau? #80gal0 .144398 os Bat 
»asigore /sese0i9 Snes ,onsi ti sieh gaseos2 »se 185 ot ani 
2aien. ert 2an- ssop thn p- aeqrbe « “Ineesa19 “3 yitneotal A 
seqtae! & ..wievewsnes 44 62 igagoue 2a urpe BIE : 
aeisieg stad’ ot YondM tuods rreek Saeed: $9 vena 
hseo Ti. ,Bneden’ .e25eq "34 pe (anidat oar Bam 
eft no. bstolsetb aobsamgoin’® 20) gnvoma sit 2842 Bets 
<enoe19G tani67 tla aos lgups caw 7 

mobtnes faqs gat send shade ig Ra pier? ps 


os ene ai siemawue: “i : 


Table 1. Comparison of Mean Disclosure Scoresf to Four 
Target Persons for Total Sample 


Target Tepic 
Persont 

Attitudes Work or 

& Opinions Study Money Personality 
Mother 9.042 103500: 92010 a Spel stent te) 
Father 8.750 LOR 08 3015 9.458 a 6.104 b 
Closest 
Male I BP2 5 2) PAT S04 2a 8.948 a 10656 “a 
Friend 
Closest 
Female UloIZy l26395 a 7.948 a 105823) a 
Friend 
t Maximum possible score for each mean = 20. 
2 N for each target person = 96. 


Means within each topic (column) having different letters 
are: Signiiicantly different atrpr= %05. 
* denotes means significantly different at p < .10. 
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Table 2. Comparison of Total Mean Disclosure 
Scorest to Six Target Persons for All 
Subjects With siblings 


Target Personst¢ Total Mean Score 


Mother 20.075) b 
Father 8SE 3960) b 
Closest Male Friend 54.396 a 
Closest Female Friend 50.981 a 

' Closest Brother 30 cal oueeb 
Closest Sister 3623407 Db 
i Maximum possible eeore for each suject = 100. 


£ N for each target person = 53. 
Means having different letters are significantly 
different at p = 5057 
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verification of the theory that males disclose more personal 
information in cross- rather than same-sex relationships as 
claimed by Fasteau (1972) and Komarovsky (1974; 1976). An 
alternative Suggestion is that the results may differ from 
Komarovsky's because the present study was not an exact 
replication. To elaborate, because the JSDQ differed 
Slightly from the variation used by Komarovsky, the results 


may not be directly comparable. 


B. Question 2 

Do males, as found by Komarovsky (1974; 1976), disclose 
more to peers than to parents? A close examination of the 
mean scores presented in Tables 1 and 2 revealed that, 
overall, peers were the recipients of more disclosure than 
PaLencs. 

Interestingly, no significant differences were found 
between the following target persons: Mother and Father, 
Closest Male Friend and Closest Female Friend, and Closest 
Brother and Closest Sister. Further study of the mean scores 
indicated that the total scores for all of Mother, Father, 
Closest Brother and Closest Sister are not statistically 
Gttfterent fromuconevanother. Thus, 16 1seclear that,s,in: the 
present study, subjects disclosed the same amount of total 
information to parents as to siblings; and significantly 
more information to peers, for which no preference for male 


or female friend can be substantiated. 
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When the scores were broken down by topic and siblings 


were excluded as target persons, the results were the same 


for all topics and the total scores, with the exclusion of 


cr 


Money. Males disclosed the same amount of information about 


Money to all target persons. 


C. Question 3 

Does the amount and content of self-disclosure differ 
according to whether subjects are classified as Masculine, 
Feminine, Androgynous, or Undifferentiated? Although no 
Significant differences were found in the amount of 
self-disclosure engaged in by the present subjects, 


a 
VY 


Let 


differences were found in the content of disclosure 


rh 


different target persons. Following is an explanation o 


Enis. 


Amount 

Table 3 provides the mean disclosure scores for the 
total sample (N=96) divided into four groups by 
psychological sex. A close examination of these scores 
revealed that there were no significant differences 
(p < .05) among any of the Bem classes on any of the five 
topics or the total score. That is, on each of the five 
topics measured by the JSDQO (Attitudes and Opinions, Work or 
Study, Money, Personality, and Body), as well as the total 
score (all five areas summed) there was no significant 


difference in the amount of disclosure reported by 


yo22i6. eiuec!seib=2isz Jo °anesnes Se sruame $83) aeoo 
oriluseeM 29 Sartresals ate ‘givefdee .enaete 0% gnibiox 6 
en doverdtsia thezalsnets2i<osyG~s- avon _a at hit sorted 
to saveneveds ai Bavot sy ‘eehndaste aneotding 
e20¢idue tngesae |cis (so pl fepsyar etugoloe . 


esijeciserS Yo thazne> ef o>-Sheot afew ee 


el 
a4 


jo seisshofons elak. ortwol lot -2igatey Peptee 


ai? 04 2219032 Studbdogib is2m) sng leabien yg € alos? - be 7 
vd squo3w st c2rl betevle 192-0) slguse jane 7 
asvooe sasis 26 fod ve) dhe x= spots A “ae > (easoitogegh 
esone7331%6 epeat is F Ag ie a eve ‘Sents 25h bein 5 


ayityen2 lo. yas neo a2anel> nat ofa 70 YE PACwS 1aa gt 
SVis Sd7 io A265) Sil eee landioe 'sr07 efY 105 staog.* 

To d20W <a70iniad Srs peounag aa) Odab sii) yd Bexsveeot eo 
lates S42. ae liew as toe Bae pethienoe 29: ,xaMoi 
Ihasilingie cn. ese oFadts \(Dgmmse 2e37%5 tala : fn 


qo Gos 70Q21 ——- br) J nypute aes Ste 


Table 3. Comparison of Mean Disclosure Scoresf Among BSRI 
Classes for Each Topic 

BSRI Topic 
Class 

Attitudes Work or 

& Opinions Study Money Personality Body 
Masculine 10.323. a 11.672 a Ore d hte Bo tira 7.911 
(N = 48) 
Feminine nOMw050ma 1a. LeStea hk. 450: a Bag 50.a 6.425 
(Nia, 
Androgynous 11.700 a 14.600 a 1034 75..a ORAS. te 8.500 
(N= 1.0) 
Undiffer- HOWL 3224 1On G6 ea S179" a 8.330 a 7.009 
entiated 
(N =28) 
a: Maximum possible score for each mean = 20. 


Means within each topic 
Signwiacantly different at p Ss 
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Masculine, Feminine, Androgynous, and Undifferentiated 


Subjects. 


Content 

A close examination of Table 4 revealed that for the 
sample as a whole, for disclosure to each parent and 
Sibling, greater disclosure occurred on the topics of 
Attitudes and Opinions, and Work or Study than any of Money, 
Personality, and Body (pf = .05). 

When the scores for the four Bem groups were considered 
separately, Similar patterns emerged (Table 5). There was a 
consistency in the amount of disclosure across the five 
topics for Masculine, Feminine, Androgynous, and 
Undifferentiated subjects. Again, no significant difference 
resulted between the topics of Attitudes and Opinions and 
Work or Study, or among Money, Personality, and Body, but 
there was a tendency for more disclosure on the first two 
than the last three. However, for Feminine and Androgynous 
groups, there were no significant differences among 
Attitudes and Opinions, Money, and Personality (p < .05; 
ees Saas 

When the results were further broken down and 
disclosure on each topic, as well as the total score, were 
considered separately for each target person by each Bem 
class, interesting patterns emerged (Tables 6-11). That is, 


some similarities could be seen across all five topics. 
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Table 4. Comparison of Mean Disclosure Scoresft 
for Hach Topic, for Total Sampler 


Topic Total Mean Score 
Attitudes & Opinions 42.646 a 
Work or Study 46.521 ° Ja 
Money 35.365. 55 
Personality 34.448 be 
Body ) 205212 

i ae possible score for each suject = 100. 

N = 5 


Means having different letters are significantly 
ditterent at p= 2.05: 
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Table 5. Comparison of Mean Disclosure Scorest Among Topics for 
Bach “BSRI Glass 


Topic BSRI Class 

Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated 

(N=48) (N=10) (N=10) (N=28) 

Attitudes 
& Opinions 10.823 ab® 105050: ab {1 700) ab* 10.232) ab* 
Worker 
Study WisS72 el: fle sy el 14.600 a OP Sonia 
Money 92177 per 7450) be 105475 b Se? Jo bes 
Personality 8.297) | 8. 510) abe 10775) D 8. 23/01 pe 
Body Foil |S 6.4 2551¢ 8.500 b* 7008) © 
4% Maximum possible score for each mean = 20. 


Means within each BSRI class (column) having different letters are 
Signiariecantly diiterent at ip 7s 205. 
* denotes significantly different means at p < .10. 
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Table 6. Comparison of Mean Scoresf for Disclosure on Attitudes 
and Opinions for Each BSRI Class 


Target BSRI Class 
Persont 

Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated 

(N=48) (N=10) (N=10) (N=28) 

Mother 9.458 b 6.200 b 9.300 a 9.2510) bc 
Father C5 'S58S) Je FOO) to 115300 4 T2264 ic 
Closest 
Male 12,625. @ 137-900 a 13), 300 2 12.964 a 
Friend 
Closest 
Female IN 52S. evo) 14.300 a 12.900 a Vic 20 ss 
Friend 
it Maximum possible score for each mean = 20. 
i N for each target person = 96. 


Means within each BSRI class (column) having different letters are 
Signiricantly ditterent at ps 705. 
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Table 7. Comparison of Mean Scorest for Disclosure on Work or 
study for Hach BSRI Class 


Target BSRI Class 
Person¢# 

Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated 

(N=48) (N=10) (N=10) (N=28) 

Mother LOL Til «a 62200 5 tie600) a 10.464 ab 
Father 10.604 a Se 100 5 13.700 a 8.607 b 
Closest 
Male 13.396 a 135600 ab 16.800 aq 12 Oy ek 
Friend 
Closest 
Female Ue Otay a 14.800 a 165300 a 10.964 ab 
Friend 
ip Maximum possible score for each mean = 20. 
+ NeLorveachPtangers person’ =) 96. 


Means within each BSRI class (column) having different letters are 
siqnitieantly dutferenti at ps % 10. 
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Table 8. Comparison of Mean Scorest for Disclosure on Money 
for Each BSRI Class 


Target BSRI Class 
Persont 

Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated 

(N=48) (N=10) (N=10) (N=28) 

Mother So 750) f- 6. 100Na SrOOma So /S0 2 
Father 1024292. a 6.400 a 12.300 a Ss, 1@7 @ 
Closest 
Male Besa 83600 a 105300 a4 Ohno zilewa 
Friend 
Closest 
Female Toa) El 8.700 a 10,200 a Wes O sa 
Friend 
1 Maximum possible score for each mean = 20. 
pe N for each target person = 96. 


Means within each BSRI class (column) having different letters are 
Sloniticantly dyirerent ak p 2S 205" 
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Table 9. Comparison of Mean Scoresffor Disclosure on Personality 
for Bach BSRI Class 


Target BSRI Class 
Persont 

Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated 

(N=48) (N=10) (N=10) (N=28) 

Mother 6.896 ab 5.400 be 7.300 a fad ne io 
Father 6.417 b 24200, 5.30G. a 5.464 b 
Closest 
Male 9.917 a 12.400 ab 12-5300 ‘a 102352 <a 
Friend 
Closest 
Female 9. 350)4a 14.000 a 123.200" a 10.225 ea 
Friend 
i Maximum possible score for each mean = 20. 
2 N for each target person = 96. 


Means within each BSRI class (column) having different letters are 
Signiiticantly different at p = .05. 
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Table 10. Comparison of Mean Scorest for Disclosure on Body 
for Bach BSRI Class 

Target BSRI Class 
Persont 

Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated 

(N=48) (N=10) (N=10) (N=28) 

Mother 7.688 a 4.400 ab 6 HOO) ff 7.214 a 
Father 7 ole Gera Bs UMD 7.000 a 57036 a 
Closest 
Male 3563 4 8.200 ab 9.600 a aro oa 
Friend 
Closest 
Female 8. 201004 97800" 3a TOS 700 <a 8.000 a 
Friend 
fr Maximum possible score for each mean = 20. 
£ N for each target person = 96. 
Means within each BSRIi class (column) having different Letters are 


Siqmiticantly different at p < 
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Table 11. Comparison of Mean Scorest for Total Disclosure for 
Each BSRI Class 


Target BSRI Class 
Person¢ 

Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated 

(N=48) (N=10) (N=10) (N=28) 

Mother 44.563 a 205 3000 be 44,000 a 426007 va 
Father 44,042 a 26,000) ¢ Boo Ola S47 079 2a 
Closest 
Male 535,604 a 56.700 b 63.000 5a 520 3:6ma 
Friend 
Closest 
Female 49% 313 a 61.600 a 63.300 a 48.071 a 
Friend 
iF Maximum possible score for each mean = 100. 
¢ N for each target person = 96. 


Means within each BSRI class (column) having different letters are 
Significantly ditterent at sos 7.05% 
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To elaborate, Fiorvall (five areas; subjects in all four 
Bem classes disclosed the same amount of information to 
Mother as to Father. As well, no differences were found in 
the amount of disclosure to Closest Male Friend and Closest 
Female Friend. However, when each topic was considered 
separately it was clear that the Androgynous subjects 
disclosed the same amount to all target persons for each 


topic as well as for the total score. 
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V. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

The present study was designed to examine patterns of 
self-disclosure of male undergraduate students. 96 subjects 
completed a variation of the Jourard Self-Disclosure 
Questionnaire as well as the Bem Sex-Role Inventory. Mean 
disclosure scores for the sample as a whole, as well for the 
Sample divided into four groups according to psychological 
sex, were analyzed statistically using a two-way and one-way 
analysis of variance with repeated measures on one factor. 
The statistical significance of the resultant mean Scores 
was determined by the use of the Scheffe procedure. Tests 
were conducted for significance at the..05,and .10, levels: 

Three hypotheses were tested. The results of the study 
did not support the first hypothesis, did support the second 
one, and partially supported the third one. These results 


will be discussed separately for each hypothesis as follows. 


A. Hypothesis 1 

The intention of the analysis of this hypothesis was to 
examine whether or not males disclose more personal 
information in cross- rather than same-sex relationships, as 
suggested by ekomarovskyn (19747) 1976) Thesresules or the 
GuLrentwanalysis sdidsnot, inetact se supporesuchea 
contention. 

THiESMEA nine nen ym iSeanCONSdS Lehi aWichenasteaues 
(1972) explanation Ofethe typical males triendship.= in 


review, Fasteau described male friendships as shallow, the 
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result of current Society's sex-typing process which 
encourages more expresSive personalities for females and 
more instrumental ones for males. According to Fasteau, 
males will sometimes engage in more expression of personal 
information with females, as compared to males. This is 
because females, consistent with their socialization, tend 
to be less threatening to the male ego than males as the 
fear of emotional expressiveness is lessened. 

It 1S possible that the present results differed from 
Komarovsky's conclusions because of Statistical procedure. 
That 1s, a close examination of Komarovsky's study revealed 
that no inferential statistical analyses were conducted. To 
elaborate, she reported mean scores obtained by her subjects 
and appears to have based her conclusions on apparent 
differences, that is, whether one mean was numerically lower 
or higher than another. 

In the present study the means were compared using the 
Scheffe procedure in order to determine whether they were 
Statistically different from one another at the .05 and .10 
levels of significance. AS previously stated, there were no 
STGNULicant Girterences n= the amoune or personal 
information disclosed to males versus females. This, then, 
casts some doubt on the correctness of Komarovsky's 
assumptions. Would she, if proper statistical analysis of 
her results had been conducted, have been able to still 
report differences between sex of target person, and would 


females still have been the favored target? 


al etd? .2elen oF Bees 25 pol cua 


Beoy \aobesebterove Pisdi?, Giiv. avacaianen 4s 

oft #6 2shau nett ope Siem ond 63 =i cial est 

| bengeasl at eesasyteesiqxs :saoidome 0 + 

mot? bavyetiib esivess: wisest Ss +507 stdjesag “7? 2 ne 
atuSexs7g Llasxryetseaz zo stiebdey.and 24, TRESS ee evO7 

oolenves vote 4/ydavotemed 16 Tr vaimears® q20t' @: “et 3 

ot <hestuohom stew agavians fevire.26ee SyearsBat on 2 pris 

ee7e{due “st Yc tenhedde 2o%6 7c (Asam, Ga. +oget on agerer an oF 

HS 26G4 4 (to snniauisdes °34,Seaad Sogn Of) 2ruongn & He 


sevol wiisotsenlin es¥ Cash soo 25sec? Zand Laaonarst SI a 


ince nada redphet 6 © 


ai anle Beredect. s45Wi angen ot Yousa.s 3eeerg wid at vee - | 
siawived) ~waniieda’ ocam= 8280.05 “5630 Wi <a t “4 
Ot Brn 20" ati 36 cansciia =aq merry Sreressle yiiaatom tage - 
on aasyested? .bescFa y Lan fvesd en atchie tity be io wiv fo | 
{eqaers90 29° ine >ata ne geanereeers saan | 
»nedis,eidy ~eolsmne: RE La Ms endom hae beg i208. TO)G 
e'yAevolipmos Jo saatdseyics iu co 3¢ua8 ame | | popes 
to eiaylens Leqizei sede 2egesg 31 isde Sigew anges Jaes 
{fis2 02 4idA coed ovew be2nbbaeD. nest Gat etldeet . 
Biuew tne noateq isoxvsy 39. #27. Heo@ied 2 
* Bjegtes weteet ait snietiaved! 2 
: 


2 rs 


on yi 


= 


; -_ 
_ 
7 


54 


However, there are alternative considerations. If, for 
example, statistical procedure would still have allowed 
Komarovsky's assumptions, why, then, does the present study 
DEOVIde Cont lictingeresults? 1isconsideration ic *takensot 
the perspective of Derlega & Chaikin (1975), such a 
difference in results should be expected. To elaborate, 
these authors explained that American man is seeking to 
become less physically and psychologically lonely than 
present society forces him to be. If Derlega & Chaikin were 
correct in their assumption, in the mid 1970's, that people 
are beginning to rebel against this anonymity and 
depersonalization and are increasingly "Striving to regain 
feelings of intimacy and community with others" (p. 7), then 
expected would be not only greater amounts of disclosure in 
1983 than in 1974 when Komarovsky's study was conducted, but 
also a greater amount of comfort communicating with each 
sex, rather than only less threatening listeners. 

It appears, then, that males in the present study 
disclosed equally to target persons of each sex. There are 
further considerations, however, which cloud the clarity and 
ease with which such an assumption can be proposed. That is, 
there are apparent weaknesses in the present study, as well 
as others that have used the Jourard Self-Disclosure 
Questionnaire (Jourard & Lasakow, 1958; Jourard & Richman, 
1963+ Mand Komaroveky. 1974771976). 

To elaborate, the definition of each target person 


needs to be more specific. That is, each subject was 
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required <toeindicate howemuch information is disclosed to 
Mother, Father, Closest Brother, Closest Sister, Closest 
Male Friend, and Closest Female Friend. For accurate 
conclusions to be possible it is necessary to further define 
each category. For example, are Mother and Father married to 
one another and living in the same home, or does one parent 
live elsewhere? How close in age are the target persons and 
the subject? It is likely that a subject would disclose 
differently to a brother or sister of similar age than to 
one where the age spread is great. Is the Closest Female 
Friend a platonic friend or a girlfriend? How long have the 
Subject and friend known one another? It is likely that a 
long-time friend would be the recipient of different amounts 
and types of self-disclosure than would a recently-met 
lover. Such questions, then, make it clear that for accurate 
assumptions to be made on the basis of the JSDQ, more 
information about each target person is necessary. 

Finally, it is possible that different results were 
obtained because of instrumentation. The modification of the 
JSDQ used in the present study differed slightly from the 
one Komarovsky administered. This may have affected the 


comparison of results. 


B. Hypothesis 2 
Komarovsky (1974; 1976) claimed that the males in her 
sample disclosed more personal information to their peers 


than to their parents. The inclusion of Hypothesis 2 in the 
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present study was to determine whether the subjects in the 
present sample displayed a similar pattern of disclosure. 

In review, the males in the present sample disclosed 
the same amount of total information to their parents and 
sybbings, butnsigqnipicant. yamore ttotaleintormationsto their 
peers. No preference was found for the male or female friend 
aS a primary confidante. 

When siblings were excluded as target persons, peers 
still received significantly more disclosure than parents. 
When siblings were excluded and the mean scores for each 
topic were considered separately, interesting patterns 
emerged. That is, for every topic except Money, peers 
received a significantly greater amount of information than 
parents. Again, no preference was evident for male or female 
hBeLendvas the pramaryetarget.sinformatron about ethe topic of 
Money was disclosed equally to all four target persons 
(parents and peers). 

As previously discussed, Komarovsky based her 
assumptions on a comparison of the magnitude of mean Scores. 
Thus, ivher resultcmare Serutinized!vetcan betseen that 
peers did receive higher mean scores for disclosure than did 
parents. Further, the female friend received the highest 
score. It is not known, however, whether these means, if 
subjected to more rigorous statistical study, would be 
Significantly ditfterent from onevanother. Thus; although 
Komarovsky's final assertions may be questionable, the 


followingwvalscussion willestalleaddpessssomesotsthe reasons 


banctanth sighs . | 

cn eanvoay vias 09 Nossewsota Selo 26: dae 
ated of ootiansedar fe 153 Sed yitusoiisgke sam 
Grelyt efade? 1) alan S42 yor *badot Bev sone 


; 2 inek fangs antag 


a & i 


Sas - _ 7 
-ajostny iterfy eiisolodth eter yeacs slots bevievss fit: 


4<g9 cet es7ag2 neta onl bre Astle aye Seep senbiate 
eeseagecigadegestssne ,i{leiarrge® beatles eas exe! te 


esa ,~edoeteq Joptsd @e Deguloxs acsw 2onlidien 


£2960. ,VenSs 4450xe aicar/{zofol Ios: aR Sent. a 

netic: noi damsoc ns %o Skyomea tater ey Lonagts tes. a | 

“pte? 0 Sen sol Znsbive baw s7as.7 57a CM RRR gman 

Yo sigot dif tunes AOitemioln! .-spIerepias ~ abt as 

nen ‘moxr§2 Wor Lis =v viene pesti 7h ih-aeew 

» ha eeg tH age 

(af Heedd vPeveremos eecnvel| y letiorwoey 2A 

2ocd08 ces Je shusatinpan Yds (> HOS tnegnaD, © TO .aae 

fed: ese Sd 7a iat 96 Ore 7 ype: S18 er ives tee Bey 

Sib nb ereadfse lm vet 2ei¢se" hee wep gte ev iaas2 bibs 

ttospic ef9 devigsgurbas ia Se enee ane cytes amt 

ti \ansem s2od: secfsote SxBesiony nhond toa 2? oh 

od bivey ‘bute fovliersaie etetepiy ssam og 

Apes, aun) ssitzonerso® mda snet22226-ghaa 

aig jetdenoisesup ‘ad Kemieant sions Lenkiow gl 
RNS ada tonate aes7bba bide atemns Sage 


Bg 


she provided as explanations for her results. 

That no significant difference was observed between the 
sex of the peers as chosen targets is inconsistent with the 
theories proposed by Fasteau (1972) and Komarovsky (1974; 
1976). This inconsistency was explained in detail for 
Hypothesis 1. 

It 1S not hard to postulate reasons why peers were 
Greater srecipirentssof disclosure than parents for=all topics 
except Money. As discussed for Hypothesis 1, however, it is 
important to note that because of the ambiguity of the 
definition of each target person, any attempt at explanation 
is merely speculative. To elaborate, it would be expected 
that university students would spend more time with their 
friends than their parents and hence would spend more time 
discussing personal information with them. As well, peers 
might be considered somewhat less threatening listeners as 
they tend to be less judgmental than parents. Additionally, 
the age difference between the subject and his parents might 
make a difference in terms of their judgment of his 
disclosure: of personal information. That 1s, older parents 
mMignt sendmtoube morercriticalwousthes thesty lesoi@coday  s 
youunathan woulavyounger parents. 

li pease komanovsky noted invher study, many oo: the 
subjects are financially dependent on their parents during 
their university -years, iteis logical thatypeaenssand) parents 
would be equal recipients of information about Money. 


Bleernatively;eltels poscsaple that patenus récerved more 
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disclosure about their sons' financial status than the other 
four topics merely because it is one of the less personal 
topics and thus may not pose as serious a threat to the 
subjects as some of the more intimate topics might. 

Again, in order for more definitive conclusions to be 
made, it would be necessary to have answers to more specific 
questions. For example, do the subjects live at home with 
their parents? If not, do they live alone or at the 
university residence? Are their closest friends recently 
acquired or have they known them for many years? Do the 
Subjects have negative or positive self-concepts? It is 
likely that subjects who feel positively about themselves 
would feel less threatened by disclosure to peers than those 


who have a negative self-image. 


C. Hypothesis 3 

The intention of the final hypothesis was to discover 
whether the amount and content of self-disclosure differed 
among subjects when classified by psychological, as opposed 
to merely biological, sex. That is, were there differences 
among Masculine, Feminine, Androgynous and Undifferentiated 
groups, as classified following the administration of the 
Bem Sex-Role Inventory? 

In the present study no significant differences were 
found among the four groups of subjects for the amount of 
disclosure on each topic considered separately as well as 


the total score (all topics summed). Thus, it can be stated 
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that Masculine, Feminine, Androgynous and Undifferentiated 
males disclosed equal amounts of personal information to 
others (all target persons included). 

However, although the groups disclosed the same overall 
amount of information, there were some differences in both 
the preferred topics of disclosure as well as preferred 
target persons. Each of these will be discussed separately 
as follows. 

First, when the results were broken down by Bem class 
and topic a similar pattern emerged for all groups. That is, 
for all four Bem groups, no significant differences were 
observed between the amount of disclosure on Attitudes and 
@pinionspeand Work oresStudies.SAdditionally, all four groups 
disclosed equal amounts of information on the topics of 
Money, Personality and Body. However, significantly more 
information was disclosed on the former two topics than the 
latter three. It is possible that this pattern emerged 
because of the nature of the topics. That is, the questions 
under the topics of Attitudes and Opinions, and Work or 
Studies are of a less personal nature than those contained 
under Money, Personality and Body. As a result the subjects 
may have found it easier to disclose information about the 
BIESt twoetopres. 

Interestingly, a somewhat different pattern emerged 
when the disclosure by Bem group on each topic was further 
broken down to consider target person of disclosure also. 


When the target person was included as a consideration, the 
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interpretation became somewhat more complex. 

For all topics except Money, as well as for the total 
score, there was an equal amount of disclosure to Mother and 
Father and an equal amount to Closest Male Friend and 
Closest Female Friend. For the topic of Money, no 
Significant differences were observed between target 
persons. Thus, financial status was discussed equally with 
all target persons. 

Some differences occurred between topics in terms of 
target choice. That 1s, the most target preference occurred 
for the topic of Attitudes and Opinions where, for all Bem 
groups except Androgynous males, peers received 
Significantly more disclosure than parents. The least 
difference in choice of target person occurred on the topic 
of Money, for which all targets received equal amounts of 
disclosure. 

Interestingly, Androgynous males were the only Bem 
group which consistently, for,all five topics as well as the 
total score, disclosed equal amounts of information to each 
target person. It appears, then, that Androgynous males, 
more than Masculine, Feminine or Undifferentiated males, 
found it easier to relate to parents and peers equally on 
all five. copicsiy i feso,sandsii “this asyconsideéred desirabie 
and healthy, then it would support Bem's (1974) contentions 
that androgyny is a worthwhile consideration and that 
psychological sex does have some merit in terms of the 


interpretation of behavior. 
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In the present study, then, three hypotheses were 
tested. First, it was discovered that males disclosed the 
Same amount of personal information to males as to females. 
This finding was inconsistent with previous research which 
suggested that males disclose more in cross- rather than 
Same-Sex interaction. 

Next, it was found that males disclosed more personal 
information to their peers than to their parents. This 
provided support for previous research which claims to have 
found similar results. 

Finally, some support was found for the concept of 
"androgyny". That is, although the males in the present 
Study, when classified by psychological sex, disclosed the 
Same total amount of information to others, some differences 
were found for preference of topic and/or target person. 
Generally, for all Bem groups, a greater amount of 
disclosure occurred on less personal topics than on those 
that can be considered more personal. Additionally, 
Androgynous subjects emerged as the single group which 
disclosed equal amounts to all target persons (parents and 
peers) on all) topics as wellvas the total score. For 
Masculine, Feminine and Undifferentiated subjects, the most 
preference for target was noted for Attitudes and Opinions, 
for which a preference emerged for peers over parents. The 
topic where the least preference was demonstrated was Money, 


where all groups disclosed equally to all targets. 


- 


barbeiws@ sion beaetvaib! eplym tat bawa’ 
ain? .emarsa stead OF fads es22q vied a! 
even og amiels dadsw aezeeesy giu6tvess wi" se bel 
sean aun , 

Im tgscngs eda 101 Bayes esn inepye antes cehtentt - 
“jisadeno sf? ob cole ean rigeu wate (2t seyry™s 
edz beeoiae:a Re2 iesipoiodsvas ya Oaradeegale ngee , 
suatli® smde .Hishio of voi rantscIny Jo" rym 
1neaneo Gebopd Soybos cfqed 25 epheasszerg tof f 

16 fnvens sP¥eStp « ,2quo'tp mee.) le, 308 = 
agnd2 ao fay aos Lenasseq weal, he bopwsat¢g) ‘pnugolse 

XifhensiriebA .[sncerse a7om BeIeoreans. ss ois cae a0 % 

loidv ghee sipade. sus 20 Segeeme & So 9itwe) 
bie effptagd? arcagsg ipgend iis'of etaunts- ltiupe 
10% .zrede iesot ant 425. .1eW ge e>oider iis ne (n1984 
thom eit .eroshice bsiefsirs 1949! ony brn ohthtite? vontivoesM 
anoinaqo bin esbe2i224 19P begoaeew Senza? Toe 92 19. ve 
a7 “.edaeiay 1970 etasqd 204 Hopes SonesH Tag 6 doidw sor 7 7 
\YStOM..26W Sose3saoneh saw @eaeTsielg Jess! aie 
‘efegass fie cd ye ibeups Seeolssio Bquenged S 


62 


D. Implications for Further Research 

There are weaknesses inherent in the present study 
which serve to make specific conclusions questionable. The 
weaknesses include the following: 

1. The target persons on the Jourard Self-Disclosure 
Questionnaire are inadequately defined. Further definition 
of each 1S necessary in terms of, for example, level of 
intimacy, age, and physical proximity to subject. 

2. For better statistical comparison of the mean scores 
Olegroupseclassified according®totpsychological Sex, it is 
necessary to have an equal number of males in each category. 
That 1S, in the present study the numbers were as follows: 
Masculine (N=48), Feminine (N=10), Androgynous (N=10) and 
Undifferentiated (N=28). As a result, some comparisons of 
mean scores showed no significance when, with more equal 
numbers, more significant differences may have resulted. 

3. The sample was biased in that it consisted of 
volunteers rather than a random choice of students. This may 
have affected the internal validity of the study. 

4, The present study involved a version of the Jourard 
Self-Disclosure Questionnaire which differed slightly from 
the one Komarovsky used. This made the comparison of results 
between this study and Komarovsky's difficult. 

5. The external validity of the study may have been 
affected as self-report instruments were used to obtain 


measures of self-disclosure and psychological sex. 
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Chelune (1979) explained that if researchers are to 
present unequivocal results, careful consideration must be 
taken of many factors, for example, the 
anatomical/psychological sex of the target and the 
relationship between the subject and target. Past research 
has made generalizations that, when subjected to more 
Specific study, become questionable. As Chelune said, 
conclusions about which sex, if either, discloses more than 
the other, cannot bes so accurately proven. Thus, for more 
accurate assumptions to be made it is necessary to 
Specifically define the subject, target and topic. 

Further research in the area needs to consider using 
both male and female subjects, should include more specific 
definitions of the target persons, should provide for 
interviews in order for the subjects to discuss their 
motivation for their responses, and should provide some 
measure of each subject's self-concept. It 1S suggested that 
subjects who feel positively about themselves would feel 
more comfortable disclosing information about themselves 
than would subjects who feel negatively. Perhaps one of the 
most important considerations should be the recognition of 
the importance of the dyadic relationship in which the 
self-disclosure takes place. 

Additionally, it remains to be proven that 
self-disclosure and androgynous personalities are conducive 
to mental health as suggested by Jourard (1971) and 


Bem (1974+> 1976). Thus, it can be concluded that the task of 
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measuring self-disclosure is a complex one and careful 
consideration will need to be given to many specific factors 


if researchers are to present accurate conclusions. 
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Table A-1. 


Faculty 


Arts 
Education 
Business 
Science 


Unknown 
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Sample Breakdown by Faculty 


Number of Students 
(Total N= 96) 
14 
13 
4 


38 
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Table B-i. Analysis Of Variance Summary Table for Total 
Disclosure Scores for 6 Target Persons by Bem 
Classiiveatvon 
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Table B-2. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Topics 
by Total Sample 
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Table B-3. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Bem 
Classification by Attitudes & Opinions 


Source of Variation SS DF MS F Pp 
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Table B-4. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Bem 
Classification by Workror Siudy 


Source of Variation Ss DF MS F p 
Bem 582.45 3 184 215 Pag colts 0.04 
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Table B-5. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Bem 
Classification by Money 


Source of Variation SS DF MS F Pp 
Bem 321.49 3 AS) ae G18 O24 
Subject Within 8760.54 92 Oo 
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Table B-6. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Bem 
Classification by Personality 
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Table B-7. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Bem 
Classification by Body 


Source Of Varuativon SS DF MS F 
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Table B-8. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Bem 
Classification by Total Disclosure 


Source of Variation SS DF MS F p 
Bem 5919.41 3 TS734.44 be, tHe Cee 
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